1 Introduction making long-distance migration practical for the poorest and most remote populations.
Communication is vastly better, allowing migrants to keep in touch with friends and family-and word of opportunities to spread far and wide. Culture has globalized.
Hundreds of millions of prospective migrants are "pre-assimilated"-fluent in English and avid consumers of American periodicals, television, and movies. The bottom line is that open borders could easily double the U.S. population in a matter of decades.
How Open Borders Would Change the World
For all its radicalism, open borders' main effects are fairly well-understood. Open borders would dramatically increase global production. It would drastically reduce global poverty and global inequality. At the same time, open borders would make the remaining poverty and inequality much more visible for current residents of the First World. On other important dimensions-especially budgets, politics, and crime-we should expect no more than moderate changes for good or ill. Let us consider each effect in turn.
Effect on Global Production
Why does the average American earn so much more than the average Nigerian? Part of the reason is that the average American worker has better skills. The rest of the reason, though, is that the American economy makes better use of whatever skills a worker happens to have. Researchers who disentangle these two effects find the latter accounts for almost all of the global pay gap: being in America is much more important than being American. Moving unskilled workers from Mexico to the United States raises their pay by about 150%. Moving unskilled workers from Nigeria to the United States raises their pay by over 1000%. 22 The productivity gain is most visible in agriculture or manufacturing: An unskilled Mexican farmer grows far more food in America than in Mexico. But the gain is equally real in services. A Mexican barber produces more economic value in America because affluent Americans are willing to pay much more for haircuts than poor Mexicans.
Once you grasp the massive effect of location on worker productivity, the economic case for open borders swiftly follows. Global living standards depend on global production. Immigration restrictions trap labor in unproductive locations, stunting output.
Open borders, in contrast, let everyone on earth move wherever their labor is most productive. Making Nigerians stay in Nigeria is as economically senseless as making farmers plant in Antarctica.
Open borders will thus grow the world economy. By how much? The most serious review of the academic evidence concludes that unrestricted migration would roughly double global GDP, with estimates of the gain ranging from +67% to +147%. 23 In other words, existing regulations stunt the world's output at roughly half its free-migration level. These magnitudes are staggering, but hardly surprising. Labor is the world's most valuable commodity-yet thanks to strict immigration regulation, most of it goes to waste.
What would this wealth explosion look like? Destination countries for migrants would experience frenetic economic growth-a First World version of the sustained booms China and India enjoyed in recent decades. Hundreds of millions of Chinese and 22 Clemens, Montenegro, and Pritchett 2008 introduces the concept and estimates the value of the "place premium" to quantify the effect of location on worker productivity and earnings. For place premium estimates, see p.11. 23 Clemens 2011.
Indians have already moved in response to rising urban wages. From Kerr and Kerr 2011, p.14. 35 In the United States, housing prices and rents rise by roughly 1 percent when immigration raises a city's population by 1 percent (Saiz 2007 (Saiz , 2003 . Gonzalez and Ortega (2009) 
Effect on Global Poverty and Inequality
Rural-to-urban migration within China, India, and other low-income countries hasn't just been a key pillar of expanding per-capita output. Migration-fueled growth has also sharply reduced global poverty and global inequality. Sala-i-Martin (2006) Economically speaking, open borders is familiar rural-to-urban migration writ large. When poor people relocate from low-productivity to high-productivity areas, they simultaneously enrich the world, escape poverty, and equalize the income distribution. The For further discussion, see Milanovic 2012a see Milanovic , 2012b key difference: Open borders will lead to larger, quicker progress than traditional rural-tourban migration because international gaps dwarf intranational gaps. Due to diaspora dynamics, we should not expect international inequality to vanish overnight. But given the enormity of the wage gains migrants experience, progress will start strong and steadily accelerate.
Effect on the Visibility of Poverty and Inequality
Migrating to a rich country is a great way to escape absolute poverty. When low-skilled immigrants arrive, however, most will remain relatively poor by the standards of their new country. Given expected flows, most natives will soon encounter relatively poor foreigners on a daily basis.
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The visibility of poverty and inequality is likely to be unsettling, particularly if government policies restrict newly arrived migrants' access to the welfare state. The shift to labor-intensive occupations will make developed countries look more primitive.
Shantytowns may emerge. Some natives will react by helping migrants learn the language, find jobs, and adjust to their new societies. Others will resent new arrivals and pine for the good old days when low-skilled immigration was but a trickle. Before long, however, most 47 Wilkinson 2009 critiques a passage making the argument that immigration increases poverty and inequality by writing: "This is a sadly typical example of the distortions of analytical nationalism. If we were to assume a natural and mundane moral perspective, from which all people involved are taken into account and assumed to have equal worth -that is, if we assume the perspective of moral egalitarianism -what we would see is a profound reduction in both poverty and economic inequality. If the question is 'What happened to the people in this scenario?' then the answer is 'The poorest people became considerably wealthier, narrowing the economic gap between them and the rest.' But what actually happened seems either invisible or irrelevant to the authors, which certainly suggests that their analytical framework leaves something to be desired. Here's how the passage I highlighted might be more accurately stated: Immigration decreased inequality both directly, by sharply increasing the wages of low-skilled, foreign-born workers, and indirectly, through remittance payments to lowincome relatives at the immigrants' places of origin. Due to the widespread opposition of American voters to liberalizing immigration, very large additional reductions in poverty and inequality have been foregone." natives will, like the Third World middle class, simply learn to tolerate the sight of poverty and inequality. From immigrants' point of view, callous natives are preferable to narcissistic altruists who minimize their feelings of pity by keeping poor foreigners out of the country.
Effect on the Budget
Immigration's fiscal effects are uncertain in sign, moderate in size, and small compared to the economic effects. 48 Overall, the net fiscal gain from migration is near-zero for OECD countries, with estimates ranging from modestly negative to modestly positive. Adult immigrants are normally educated at their home country's expense, making them a prima facie good deal for receiving countries. The foreign-born typically use more welfare. At least in the United States, however, the foreign-born poor, use less welfare than the native poor. This is partly due to restrictions on welfare eligibility for migrants, suggesting that further tightening would make migration a clear fiscal plus.
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Can we generalize from the present to the world of open borders? The main concern: Net fiscal effects vary widely by skill. For the U.S., Storesletten (2000) calculates a $96,000 net fiscal benefit for highly educated immigrants and a $36,000 net fiscal cost for uneducated immigrants, versus a net cost of $80,000 for the typical native. However, these estimates seem pessimistic across the board; Wolf et al (2011) since immigration will sharply increase, the total fiscal effect could end up being highly positive or highly negative.
Effect on Crime
Empirical work on migration and crime focuses on receiving countries. 
The Christian Case for Open Borders
The New Testament and broader Christian tradition are a natural fit with open borders.
for both the foreigner and the native-born" (Numbers 9:14). Open borders is not charity. unfairness, but they should concede that open borders tempered by pro-native redistribution is far less unfair to foreigners than the status quo.
Responses to Objections
Open borders speaks to every major moral outlook. Given the evidence, you would expect the approach to enjoy widespread support. Every major moral viewpoint implies open borders given our empirical claims, so we suspect that reasonable skeptics find our empirics unsatisfactory. In this section, we try to identify and answer their overarching complaints. 
Open Borders is

I'm Still Really Worried About X
While research on open borders is growing, many important facets remain unexplored.
Research on political ramifications is especially underdeveloped. As a result, a fair-minded reader might harbor serious concerns about some of open borders' effects.
Part of our answer, again, is that the estimated benefits of open borders on production, poverty, and inequality are so enormous that they provide a large margin of error. But we can do better than this. Let us concede for the sake of argument that-holding all other policies fixed-open borders would impoverish low-skilled natives, sharply raise crime rates, break the budget, destroy the welfare state, or unleash populist policies.
Migration restrictions would remain a needlessly cruel and costly way to handle the critics' concern. Why? Because each of these problems has a "keyhole solution"-a remedy Credit. Analogous policies could be used to deter crime; immigrants could post a "crime bond" when they enter the country, knowing that they forfeit the bond if convicted of an offense.
If you fear immigrants' fiscal effect, the natural solution is, in the words of Alex Nowrasteh and Sophie Cole (2013) , to "build a wall around the welfare state, instead of the country." In short, selective austerity. Government could give immigrants reduced benefits, make them ineligible for specific programs, or exclude them entirely. This selective austerity could last for a decade; it could stand until the immigrant pays $100,000 82 Harford, Tim 2007, p.123. 83 For further discussion, see Caplan 2012 , and "Keyhole solutions." Open Borders: The Case, http://openborders.info/keyhole-solutions. in taxes; it could be lifelong. The fiscal burden of immigration is not a law of nature. It the result of deliberate-and malleable-policy. By keeping fiscal burdens under control, and giving natives preferential access, selective austerity also helps preserve the welfare state as we know it. Current beneficiaries don't have to worry about being crowded out, and voters won't be alienated by the thought that out-groups are feeding off their generosity.
Controlling the political effects of immigration is especially straightforward. If you really worry that immigrants vote the wrong way, don't let them vote. In the current regime, permanent residents already wait many years for citizenship. The delay could easily be extended-or made permanent. Alternately, immigrants might gain voting rights after paying $100,000 in taxes. While there is no solid reason to expect immigrants to vote for disastrous policies, it is far better to let them in and deny them the vote than exclude them as an act of pre-emptive political self-defense.
Keyhole Solutions are Unrealistic
Keyhole solutions rarely win over critics of immigration. While they would work in theory, they are politically impossible-mere daydreams unworthy of serious consideration. borders is greater than ever. The global poor don't need charity to escape poverty. They have more than enough talent to begin their journey to prosperity once the governments of the world get out of the way.
